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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-5, 21-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Baker et al. (US 6,493,761 B1 ), hereinafter "Baker". 

As per claim 1 , Baker teaches a data engine (Col. 3 lines 3-9 and Fig. 1 ) located 
in a programmable pipeline processor for processing non-field delineated, streaming, 
application level database records received from a mass storage device (Fig. 2), the 
data engine comprising: 

• "a data parser configured to parse non-field delineated database records received 
from the mass storage device into field-delineated data" at Col. 3 lines 40-42; 

• "filter logic configured to received field delineated data from the data parser, and to 
filter the field delineated data by performing a field operation on the field delineated 
data" at Col. 3 lines 43-59; 
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• "an output tuple generator, configured to assemble filtered field delineated data into 
an output tuple" at Col. 4 lines 1-6 and Col. 6 lines 16-21, Col. 33 line 65 to Col. 34 
line 52. 

As per claim 2, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 1 wherein "the filter logic 
further comprises a programmable memory that serves as a substitution table for field 
delineated database record" at Col. 15, table 12, and "wherein performing a field 
operation on the field delineated database records includes performing a field 
comparison on selected fields of the field delineated data" at Col. 1 1 lines 45-65. 

As per claim 3, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 2, wherein "the 
substitute table includes a data string register" at Col. 15, table 12. 

As per claim 4, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 2, wherein "the 
substitute table includes a temporary register" at Col. 19 lines 10-25. 

As per claim 5, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 2, wherein "the field 
comparison is a character field comparison" at Col. 11 lines 45-65. 

As per claim 21, Baker teaches a method for processing non-field delineated 
streaming application level database records received in a programmable pipeline 
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processor from a mass storage device (Col. 6 lines 16-21 and Fig. 1) , the method 
comprising: 

• "receiving a non-field delineated database record in a field buffer as an input data 
stream" at Col. 38, lines 45-59; 

• "separating the input data stream into field delineated data in the field buffer under 
instruction from an external central processing unit" at Col. 38 lines 45-64 and Figs. 
10A; 

• "filtering the field delineated data by sending field delineated data from the field 
buffer to at least one logic unit that performs at least one field operation on the field 
delineated data" at Col. 1 1 lines 45-65; and 

• "assembling the filtered field delineated data into an output tuple" at Col. 4 lines 1-6 
and Col. 6 lines 16-21. 

As per claim 22, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 1 , wherein "the output 
tuple assemble by the output tuple generator contains only selected data fields of the 
field delineated data" at Col. 51 lines 20-42. 



As per claim 23, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 1 , wherein "the filter 
logic is further configured to filter the field delineated data by flagging data for further 
processing" at Col. 1 1 lines 45-65. 
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As per claim 24, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 1 , further comprising 
"header storage configured to received header and control data of the field delineated 
data from the data parser and provide header data to the filter logic, wherein the filter 
logic is further configured to use header data to filter field delineated data" at Col. 7 lines 
15-45. 

As per claim 25, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 1 , further comprising 
"an ID processing module configured to received header and control data of the field 
delineated data, to identify the validity of field delineated data by processing an ID field 
in the header data , and to provide the identified validity to the tuple generator" at Col. 
13, Tables 9-10. 

As per claim 26, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 25, wherein "the ID 
field store a transaction ID associated with the field delineated data" at Col. 13, Tables 
9-10. 

As per claim 27, Baker teaches the data engine of claim 21 , wherein "filtering 
further comprises providing a substitute table for field delineated data; and performing a 
field comparison on selected fields of the field delineated data" at Col. 15, table 12. 

As per claim 28, Baker teaches the method of claim 27, wherein "the substitute 
table includes a data-string register" at Col. 15, table 12. 
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As per claim 29, Baker teaches the method of claim 27, wherein "the substitute 
table includes a temporary register" at Col. 19 lines 10-25. 

As per claim 30, Baker teaches the method of claim 27, wherein "the field 
comparison is a character field comparison" at Col. 11 lines 45-55. 

As per claim 31 , Baker teaches the method of claim 21 , wherein "the output 
tuple contains only selected data fields of the field delineated data" at Col. 51 lines 20- 
40. 

As per claim 32, Baker teaches the method of claim 21 , wherein "filtering the 
field delineated data comprises: flagging data for further processing" at Col. 1 1 lines 45- 
55. 

As per claim 33, Baker teaches the method of claim 21 further comprising "using 
header storage data of the field delineated data to separate field delineated data" at Col. 
12. 

As per claim 34, Baker teaches the method of claim 21 further comprising 
"identifying the validity of field delineated data by processing an ID field in the header 
data of the field delineated data, and assembling the filtered data into the output tuple 
based on the validity of the field delineated data" at Col. 20 lines 8-62. 
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As per claim 35, Baker teaches the method of claim 34, wherein the ID field 
stores a transaction ID associated with the field delineated data" at Col. 13, Tables 9- 
10. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed April 18, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. The Examiner respectfully traverses applicant's arguments. 

4. Regarding claims 1 , 21 , applicant argued that Baker does not teach "a data 
engine located in a programmable pipeline processor for processing non-field 
delineated, streaming, application level database record". On the contrary, Baker teach 
at Col. 3 lines 3-8 and Fig. 1 "a single logic control module, implemented in either 
hardware or software, is used to perform a number of data manipulation functions such 
as parsing, filtering, statistics gathering, and data conversion. The module is based on 
one or more programmably configurable protocol description that may be stored in and 
retrieved from an associated memory". Cleary, Baker's "logic control module", when 
implemented in hardware, read on the claimed a data engine located in a 
programmable pipeline processor for processing non-field delineated, streaming, 
application level database record". 

5. Applicant further argued that Baker fails to teaches parsing non-field delineated 
database record, streaming, or applicant level. On the contrary, Baker teaches at Col. 
30 an exemplary file to be parsed which includes a plurality of database records as 
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shown in Example 1 . Baker also teaches at Example 2 that the parsed filed is stored as 
as stream of non-field delineated characters. 

6. Applicant further argued that Baker does not teach a tuple generator as claimed. 
On the contrary, Baker teaches at Col. 33 line 65 the TextParseFields control logic 
which parses the inputted data file, filters the data file and display filtering results. The 
displayed filtering result corresponds to the claimed output tuple because it contains 
only fields which meet the filtering criteria. 

7. Regarding claims 2, 27, applicant argued that Baker fails to teach the claimed 
substitute table based on applicant's definition of the "substitute table". In response to 
applicant's argument it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
"substitution table may be used in a character data comparison that should ignore the 
upper and lower cases attribute of characters", "the substitute table maps corresponding 
ASCII character entries corresponding to capital letters in the ASCII table map to the 
ASCII code for the corresponding lower case letter" ) are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

8. Regarding claim 22, applicant argued that Baker fails to teach an output tuple 
generator . On the contrary, Baker teaches at Col. 33 line 65 the TextParseFields 
control logic which parses the inputted data file, filters the data file and display filtering 
results. The displayed filtering result corresponds to the claimed output tuple because it 
contains only fields which meet the filtering criteria. 
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9. Regarding claims 23, 32, applicant argued that Baker fails to teach "flagging a 
record for further processing". On the contrary, Baker teaches at Col. 1 1 lines 45-65 that 
the Filter Object records may refer to a Match Flag, a Found Flag which allow the filter 
criteria to determine from a data field value the current state of the filter expression at 
each criterion. Records associate with Match Flag will be further processed (i.e. "out 
putted"). 

In light of the foregoing arguments, the 35 U.S.C 102 rejection is hereby 
sustained. 

Conclusion 

1 0. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Khanh B. Pham whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
41 16. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30am to 
4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on (571) 272-3978. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Khanh B. Pham/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2166 

July 18, 2008 



